M. HEIDEGGER AND F. ROSENZWEIG 
OR 
TEMPORALITY AND ETERNITY 


INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


When I established myself as lecturer under M. Heidegger at Marburg 
University in 1928, there lived at a distance of but two hours trainride in 
Frankfurt, Franz Rosenzweig. His name was known to us through his 
book on Hegel.! That he also had published the “Star of Redemption” 
at the same time, we did not know. Unnoticed by the academic trade 
and bustle Rosenzweig died in 1929 after having been in ill-health for eight 
years: his body fell into a progressive paralysis which soon deprived him 
even of the faculty of speech. Finally he could lift a single finger only by 
which he gave signs and moved the keys of his typewriter. His mind, 
however, remained bright until death which he called, a few hours before 
it came to pass, ‘the point of all points,” awarded to him by the Lord 
while he was asleep.? 

When I took leave of Europe in the fall of 1936 in order to go to Japan, 
among the books I bought there were Rosenzweig’s letters, which had 
appeared in 1935 and were pointed out to me by a friend. But it was not 
until 1939 that I felt the urge of reading those 700 pages. The impression 
Rosenzweig’s personality made was so strong that thereupon I procured 
also his principal work in philosophy, the “Star of Redemption” and his 
collected “Shorter Writings” and perused these more than 1000 pages at 
one stretch. My interest was in part aroused by the striking similarity 
between Rosenzweig’s philosophical starting point and that of my own 
teacher. If Heidegger ever had a “contemporary”? who would deserve of 
such a denotation in a more than external sense, it was this German Jew 
whose own thoughts were not even remotely known to Heidegger or his 
pupils. 

Not quite so unknown to Rosenzweig was Heidegger’s spiritual existence. 


1 Hegel und der Staat, 1920. 

2 Rosenzweig’s personal data are shortly as follows: Born in 1886. From 1905 for 
5 semesters study of medicine, from 1907-8 study of history and philosophy in Frei- 
burg i.B. under F. Meineke, and finally in Berlin under H. Cohen. In 1912 gradua- 
tion, with a part of the work on Hegel. From 1914 to 1918 soldier; 1917-8 in the field; 
outlining of the ‘‘Stern der Erlösung.” After the war finishing of the book on Hegel 
and of the ‘‘Stern der Erlösung” which came out at nearly the same time. In 1920 
foundation of a Jewish Academy in Frankfurt a.M., in 1922 translation of the Bible 
in collaboration with M. Buber and accompanying essays on the problem of transla- 
tion. 

3 Stern der Erlösung, III, 1921, 1930 (Tel Aviv). Letters ibid, 1985. Smaller Writ- 
ings (zbid., 1937) which contain also the preface to Cohen’s Jewish Writings. 
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In his “Shorter Writings” there are two pages under the heading: ‘“‘ex- 
changed frontiers.” They were intended as a report on the second edition 
of Cohen’s “Religion of Reason from the Sources of Judaism” and were 
written under the impression of the academic congress that had been held 
in Davos in the spring of 1929 with the discussion between E. Cassirer 
and M. Heidegger as its center. Rosenzweig’s remarks referring to that 
appeared in a journal only after his death. Their tenor is as follows: 
Cohen’s work had a strange fate: those pieces of work which he made as 
an apprentice in Kant’s workshop (Kant’s theory of experience, Kant’s 
foundation of ethics, Kant’s foundation of aesthetics) revolutionized the 
scientific philosophy of their time and were the foundation stone of the 
“School of Marburg.” His masterpieces were hardly noticed outside the 
school, his own system remaining the ill-timed opus of an apparently un- 
timely intellect. Finally the aged Cohen outlined upon the fundaments of 
his system an annex and a new construction, the Religion of Reason,‘ 
which remained nearly wholly unknown although this was the very work 
which like no other undermined idealism through its main concept of 
“correlation” —between man and God, man and man—and anticipated, 
as Rosenzweig puts it, “new thinking.’® “The exchange of frontiers” 
in the discussion between Heidegger and Cassirer consisted, according to 
Rosenzweig, in that Cassirer represented the old thinking of the Kantian- 
ism of Marburg whereas Heidegger—de facto though not consciously— 


4 Similarly to Rosenzweig’s ‘‘Stern’’ this, Cohen’s most peculiar work (1919, 
1929) remained also unknown to the. German academic world. It is characteristic 
that Heidegger in his report on ‘‘the History of the Philosophical Chair at the Mar- 
burg University” did not mention Cohens ‘‘Religion of Reason” at all among the 
latter’s books. 

5 Cf. H. Herrigel, Das neue Denken, 1928. Cohen’s concept of correlation (in the 
eighth chapter of ‘‘Religion of Reason’’) was unknown to me, too, when I discussed 
the relationship between man and fellowman in ‘‘Das Individuum in der Rolle des 
Mitmenschen,” 1928. 

The ‘“‘new thinking” centered at first in the rediscovery of Feuerbach’s ‘‘Prin- 
ciples of the Philosophy of the Future” and in its thesis that the basis of truth is 
not the selfconsciousness of an Ego, but the interrelationship between Thou and I. 
Contemporary representatives of this new orientation were, among others, F. Ebner 
(Das Wort und die geistigen Realitäten, 1921), H. Ehrenberg, who in 1922 reédited 
Feuerbach’s Principles and reéxamined German idealism (Disputation, 1923), M. 
Buber (Ich und Du, 1923), and last not least, E. Rosenstock (Angewandte Seelen- 
kunde, 1924). On the other hand it was the influence of Kierkegaard which shaped 
to a great extent the revolutionary turn of the dialectical theology of K. Barth and 
F. Gogarten as well as of the existential philosophy of K. Jaspers, E. Grisebach and 
Heidegger. The ‘‘new thinking” was a phenomenon characterizing a whole genera- 
tion, deeply impressed by the bankruptcy of the bourgeois-Christian world and the 
emptiness of the academic routine. Maliciously one could call it a philosophy and 
theology of “inflation,” as R. Otto once put it to me. 
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represented the ‘‘new thinking” of the old Cohen while opposing Cohen’s 
legitimate pupil. Thus rightly being the successor in Cohen’s chair, 
however paradoxical this must have been to every old “Marburger.” 

In order to base his assertion that Heidegger’s thinking moves along 
the road taken by Cohen, Rosenzweig compares Heidegger’s starting from 
the finite essence of man whose existence is despite all freedom hurled into 
the fact of being by mere contingency (“‘geworfene Faktizitat’’) with one 
of Cohen’s utterances® which emphatically stresses the “individual quand 
même” over against the academic-bourgeois idea, that the real value of 
the poor human being consists of the “intellectual amount carried over to 
the eternity of culture,” whereas just the passing of moods and attitudes 
is the lastingly human. Moreover, when Heidegger says in his lecture 
that man had to be called back from the lazy enjoyment of so called cul- 
tural values to the sternness of his fate, Cohen’s irony corresponds to it 
when he says: the “ruins of a quondam reason” and the ‘scarecrows of the 
moral laws” could be left to their fate! Reason left behind by the aged 
Cohen was the “productive” reason of idealism: it was replaced by the 
God-created reason of the creature—Heidegger would say: the reason 
which is inherent in the fact of our existence. The difference between 
Heidegger’s and Cohen’s going back to the naked individual, however, is 
this: Cohen intends to actualize with regard to the “individual quand 
même” as it exists already before all idealistic production, the religicus 
idealism of the homo noumenon, ‘‘adorning the vanity of the earthly with 
the glory of the eternal,” whereas Heidegger no longer wants to have any- 
thing to do with eternity and interprets the earthly life through its own 
temporality. 


I. THE COMMON STARTING POINT OF HEIDEGGER AND ROSENZWEIG 


A corresponding difference will become manifest in a comparison of 
Heidegger with Cohen’s pupil Rosenzweig. Their starting point is how- 
ever the same: the naked individual in its finite existence as it precedes 
all established civilization. In their will to go back to the primary and 
essential things in a genuine experience of life, both coincide with each 
other in the same spirit of the time, to wit: that decisively separating time 
during and after the war when everything superfluous was necessarily 
cut off. However different Heidegger’s scholastic sobriety may be 
from Rosenzweig’s language and cultural background, both speak with 
radical and passionate earnestness. Their aim is instead of the all-too- 
many things “the one,” namely the one that is necessary at a time which 
is driving toward decisions because the traditional contents of modern 

6 Letter to Stadler in 1890 on the occasion of G. Keller’s death, now printed in 
Cohen, Letters, 1939. 
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civilization no longer prove indisputable. Both want to make out the 
truth of human existence, both treat of man and world, Logos and time. 
Their sharpened intellect develops the thought primarily from the language 
which is handled by both in masterly fashion. They philosophize in 
opposition to their academic surrounding ‘‘in philosophos’’—as the motto 
of the first volume of the “Stern” reads, and at the same time ‘‘in theologos” 
—as it reads in the second, because they themselves are both simul- 
taneously. Philosophy, says Rosenzweig, demands nowadays that 
theologians philosophize. They depend on each other and together pro- 
duce a new type of theological philosopher. ‘The theological problems 
want to be translated into the human and the human problems pushed on 
into the theological’—a, characterization of the “new thinking” which can 
be applied to Heidegger as well as to Rosenzweig, although Heidegger’s 
attitude towards Christianity is an estrangement and Rosenzweig’s 
attitude towards Judaism a return. The newness of their thinking implies 
the death of the old. This has come to an end through the incorporation 
of the whole history of the spirit in Hegel’s system and its sham recon- 
ciliation of Christian theology with Greek philosophy. Hegel compre- 
hends the whole of historical being, presupposing nothing but the one 
and pure autarchic thinking.® 

However, is this all-embracing, all-comprehensive thinking really 
autarchic? Is not an empirical fact required in order to be able to start 
at all, as was already Schelling’s and the leftwing-Hegelian’s objection in 
their struggle against Hegel? And what else does the revolt against 
Hegel’s system and the whole idealistic philosophy mean—on the part of 
Kierkegaard and Marx, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche*—but a rehabilita- 
tion of man in “need,” and “‘interested”’ in being, for whom—as Heidegger 
puts it—his own existence is “at stake.” The real starting point for the 
knowledge of the whole or of being in general is, according to Rosenzweig, 
not a superabundant, excessive thinking, but something real and simple: 
“man in the plainest sense as he still exists,” a concept of pure ‘“‘factuality”’ 
(Tatsachlichkeit),!° meaning something definite and individual, but no 
idea nor essence. “I, quite ordinary private individual, I, first and last 
name, I, dust and ashes, I am still in being and philosophize’’—even that 
philosophy which believes that it can disregard the mere accident of my 
existence. The affinity to Heidegger’s thesis that the one and indefinite 
being in general is only approachable from the radically isolated, definite, 


7 Stern II, p. 24. Kl. Schriften, p. 389. ef. Herrigel, Das neue Denken, l.c. 

8 Stern I, pp. 11 ff; II, pp. 21f. Briefe, pp. 264, 645. Kl. Schriften, pp. 358 f., 370. 
9 Stern I, pp. 12 ff. 

10 KI. Schriften, pp. 368, 369. 

11 Kl. Schriften, p. 359. 
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and eminent being which is at each time J, myself, and that the universal 
ontology thus requires a “fundamental” one, that is to say, an analysis of 
actual existence, is quite obvious. Furthermore, both develop the mean- 
ing of “is”? in opposition to the traditional concept of essence,! for the 
question what the universe is, concerns only a conceivable generality, 
may this be water (Thales), or even spirit (Hegel),—but not the reality 
which can be experienced and the peculiar “happening” of which I only 
know because I happen to be involved in it and because my historical 
existence is constituted by it.14 The essence, says Rosenzweig, does not 
want to have anything to do with time; reality, however, can be grasped 
only in and by the verb and what happens does not happen in time, but 
time itself happens in what I do and suffer.” The new thinking knows 
that it is itself like everything else at every moment, time-bound, its own 
past and future, whereas the old philosophy endeavoured to think time- 
lessly. 

This temporality innate in the real being requires a new method of 
expression. Thinking, Rosenzweig says, must become a thinking from 
language because speaking alone is timely whereas thinking as such de- 
liberately disregards the time of the discourse—of speaking, being silent, 
and listening. ‘Thinking thus led by the language is not merely logical, 
but “grammatical” thinking and only this language-bound thinking takes 
time seriously in the various tenses of the Logos.! Such grammatical 
thinking characterizes Rosenzweig’s “Stern” no less than it does Heideg- 
ger’s work, the peculiarity of which is that it stamps the words of everyday 
speech, denoting a quality of time (“‘alltaglich’”—everydayly; ‘‘jeweils”— 
at the time being; ‘“‘zunichst’’—first of all, and ‘‘zumeist’’—mostly; now 
and then; to be present at; “schon immer’’—already and always; ‘im 
voraus”’—beforehand ; ‘‘um-zu’’—in order to, etc.) into philosophical terms. 
On the other hand, what Rosenzweig says about the ‘“‘already”’ looks as 
though Heidegger had found it if one would only disregard the fact that 
Rosenzweig’s analysis does not aim at the mere ‘“‘Faktizitat”’ but at man’s 
being a creature. He develops the “logic of creation,” the “in the begin- 
ning”? of the Genesis,” as follows: the world is above all already there, 
simply there (“da”); the being of the world is its “already being always in 
existence.” Conceiving the world as a “there it is” and as an ‘“‘it is already 
there,” we understand the meaning of being created and at the same time 


12 Sein und Zeit, pp. 3, 38 f. 

13 Sein und Zeit, §9. 

14 Kl. Schriften, pp. 365 f., 377 f., 383; Stern III, pp. 156, 161 f. 
15 Kl. Schriften, p. 384. 

16 Stern, II, pp. 68 ff., Kl. Schriften, pp. 383, f., 386 f. 

17 Stern, II, pp. 56 f. 
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that power of creation which brings about that there are man and world. 
It is no mere chance, therefore, that all German words meaning something 
first and last hint at the past tense: “Grund” and “Grundlage,” ‘‘Ur- 
sache” and ‘Ur-sprung,” ‘‘Voraus-setzung”’ and ‘‘Ge-setz’’ (that is: 
im voraus fest-Gesetztes). 

This adjustment to the true reality which may be experienced renders 
the philosophy of both an “experiencing philosophy” or an “absolute em- 
pirism’’!8 and a philosophy of “revelation,” in the sense used by Schelling: 
it wants to reveal the reality of things, their “positive,” that is to say al- 
ways already presupposed, but on this very account also mere ‘‘existence.”’ 
But whereas Heidegger empties the concept of revelation of its theological 
sense by formalizing it into the “unveiling” of veiled things—in accordance 
with his concept of truth (a-letheia) as mere state of unveiledness,!* Rosen- 
zweig interprets the biblical concept of revelation in conjunction with 
that of creation and redemption.” 

That reality which makes it most manifest that I am “‘still there” is 
for both—death, as the distinct and not in any idealistic manner diluted 
nothingness of our existence. Death is the center of Heidegger’s ‘‘Sein 
und Zeit” as the highest instance of our existence, and is as well the starting 
point in the.“‘Star of Redemption.” It is to both an affront against the 
philosophy of pure Ego and against such knowledge as disregards this end 
of existence. With death, says Rosenzweig, all knowledge begins. But 
the old philosophy disavows this fear of the earthly by confining dying to 
the body and keeping soul and spirit aloof from it, although the real fear 
of death knows no such distinction. Man is so long as he lives unable to 
shake off this fear of the earthly, nor should he do this. He shall rather 
learn to remain in the fear of death. ‘‘Philosophy cheats us of this task 
by weaving the blue smoke of its ‘idea of the whole’ around the earthly. 
Of course, a whole would not die and nothing in the whole would die. 
Only the individual is capable of dying and everything mortal is lonely.’ 
As philosophy, however, conceives ‘‘is’”? as general essence and denies 
death, this “dark presupposition,” it looks as though it were presupposi- 
tionless. In opposition to this kind of thinking, fleeing from death, Rosen- 
zweig consciously starts out with a fundamental presupposition, namely 
that of a life which is essentially doomed to die—not differently from Hei- 
degger who likewise insists on the necessity of some presupposition in order 
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to make “is”? comprehensible at all: the essential difference within this 


18 Kl, Schriften, pp. 379, 398. 

19 Sein und Zeit, §44. 

20 Stern, II; Kl. Schriften, p. 357. 
21 Stern, I, p. 8. 

22 Sein und Zeit, pp. 227 f., 310. 
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similarity, however, being that Rosenzweig through the beginning as 
creation, the middle of revelation, and the end of redemption, travels the 
road to the ‘‘eternal life” to which corresponds an “‘eternal truth,” namely 
the “‘Star,’’—whereas Heidegger denotes the belief in eternal truths as a 
“not yet radically cast out remainder of the Christian theology” and 
recognizes “‘existential,’’ that is temporal truths only. For “of God” as 
the Eternal, he said in an unprinted lecture ‘‘we know nothing,” a sentence 
also found in Rosenzweig, but with the supplementary remark that this 
‘“not-knowing”’ is one of God and as such the beginning of our knowing 
him.?8 : 

As a thinking based on presuppositions and starting from the viewpoint 
of earthly man the philosophy of both is a philosophy of standpoint, a 
“Weltanschauung,” a view and attitude of life, though not in the guise 
of Dilthey’s historical relativism, but in an absolutely historical sense. 
“That a philosophy if it shall be true has to be philosophized from the 
actual viewpoint of the philosophizing person is my sincere conviction. 
There is no other way of being objective than by starting honestly from 
one’s own subjectivity. The duty of being objective only requires that 
one really has sight of the entire horizon, not that one looks out from a 
point different from that one is standing on, or even from no point at all. 
One’s own eyes certainly are one’s own eyes only; it would be foolish, 
however, to think one had to pluck them out in order to see rightly.’ 
But is this still “science” and knowledge of the “things themselves,” if 
we only see and recognize what lies within the limited horizon of our casual 
range of vision? ‘‘We, too, are putting this question and so does every- 
body in bewilderment who, in modern philosophical publications, saw 
either the philosophical or the scientific shortcomings. Thus a want has 
made itself felt which obviously philosophy cannot supply by its own 
means. If it is not to give up its new concept again—and how could it do 
that, as it is this concept only to which it owes its survival beyond that 
critical stage where it solved its original task—support has to be rushed 
from somewhere else, especially as far as its scientific character is con- 
cerned. It has to retain its new starting point, the subjective, even ex- 
tremely personal and—more than that—the incomparable self, plunged 
into itself and its viewpoint; and yet it must attain the objectivity of 
science. Where is to be found that connecting bridge between extreme 
subjectivity, between—I should like to say—deaf-blind selfhood and the 
luminous clearness of infinite objectivity?’ Rosenzweig’s answer to this 


23 Stern, I, p. 33. 

24 Kl. Schriften, pp. 511 f. 
25 Briefe, p. 597. 

26 Stern, II, pp. 23 f. 
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is: the bridge between the greatest subjectivity and the greatest objectivity 
is exclusively formed by the theological concept of revelation, for only man 
as receiver of revelation has both in himself. The philosopher must be at 
the same time theologian in order to be capable of understanding eternal 
truth, as it is in itself, as truth for us.” 

In Heidegger the question of the objective truth of his viewpoint is elimi- 
nated by formalizing ontologically®® his—despite all resoluteness—‘‘deaf- 
blind selfhood,” so that it looks as though there were no longer a real man 
talking about real life, anxieties, and death but some pure ‘‘existence”’ in 
man,” the being mine of which at any time (Jemeinigkeit) is only mine to 
the same extent as the “‘this-there’’ (Dies-da)® in Hegel’s dialectic of the 
sensual certainty is a this—namely a formally general one, adequate in 
any case and at any time. Nevertheless Heidegger, too, feels the need of 
justifying his presupposition of an, at any time proper, and peculiar exist- 
ence. The manner, however, in which he brings that about does not lead 
beyond selfhood like the understanding of revelation: it rather encloses 
this selfhood radically in itself, within a circulus that Heidegger deprives 
too rashly of its predicate vitiosus. For the question, as he holds, is not 
how to jump out of the circle of all understanding and thinking, but to 
jump into it in the right way, that is to say, so that whatever is fixed in ad- 
vance, what neither can nor shall be removed, becomes explicit as such. 

The task of a philosophical interpretation of being is nothing else except 
to secure the “‘before-structure” (Vorstruktur) of understanding existence, 
the ascertainment of its intention (Vor-habe), foresight (Vor-sicht), and 
conceptual anticipation (Vorgrif), which means more bluntly: man can 
do no better than exist as decidedly as possible, actualizing wholly his 
potentialities, by asserting himself in his own proper being. The on- 
tological wording runs like this: “Being as being-in-the-world concerned 
with its being itself is ontologically a circular structure.” Existence and 
its understanding of being must move within a circle because it is always 
ahead, “in advance” (vorweg) of itself and in this way only also returning 
to itself. The existential ontology, as the introduction says,” “has fixed 
the end of all philosophical inquiry at the spot where it originates and 
whither it returns,” that is to say: existence is—in all its temporal ‘“‘ecsta- 
sis’”—always and only with itself ;*3 it is—to use Rosenzweig’s word—blind 


27 Stern, II, p. 24; III, pp. 172 f. 

28 Misch, Lebensphilosophie und Phänomenologie, 1931. 

29 Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, 1929, §41. 

30 Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosophie der Zukunft, §28. 
31 Sein und Zeit, pp. 153 f., 314 ff. 

82 Sein und Zeit, p. 38. 

33 Cf. A. Sternberger, Der verstandene Tod, 1934. 
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and deaf to any light that does not burn in its own sphere and to any voice 
that does not sound from itself. It is and remains a cave-dweller who 
knows neither the Platonic sun nor the Christian regeneration, nor the 
Jewish waiting till the day of redemption. According to this contradic- 
tion, not as to the starting point but as to the end (and insofar concerning 
their whole intention from the beginning), Heidegger’s and Rosenzweig’s 
basic concepts differ. Three among them: 1) the concept of the peculiar 
and proper existence, or I and thou, 2) of existence as being-in-the-world, 
or relationship between man and God and world, 3) of freedom toward death, 
or eternal life—shall be further elucidated and compared with each other 
with regard to temporality and eternity. 


II. THE OPPOSED GOALS OF HEIDEGGER AND ROSENZWEIG 


1. Both Heidegger and Rosenzweig start from the ‘‘Faktizitat’’ of one’s 
own “always having been there” (¢mmer-schon-da-sein), thus denying the 
traditional start from an Ego or selfconsciousness which is merely thought 
out and void of any empirical reality. Meaning and existence of “I am” 
do not result from an Ego in general, but from the personal pronoun of the 
first person which is always “I myself.” Existence, says Heidegger, is 
always mine and enunciation of existence must, according to this character 
of being at any time mine, add the personal pronoun: I am, you are.* 
So far Rosenzweig and Heidegger concur. Their paths separate with re- 
gard to the second person by which, however, also the first person’s being 
acquires a different meaning. Heidegger’s analysis knows the second 
person only in the levelled form of the “other” person, but not as my 
partner or as the thou belonging to an J. The own peculiar and proper 
existence is defined, it is true, as “‘being-together”’ with others,® but the 
existence of those others is likewise in each case a peculiar one and thus 
only a mere being “together”? with me, but no a being with each-other, in 
which case both would determine each other mutually. The mere to- 
getherness does not alter the fact which is decisive for Heidegger’s entire 
analysis of existence that this ‘‘also-being-there”’ of the other does not 
constitute a reciprocality of behavior. If the relation (Verhältnis) be- 
tween two first persons is onesidedly fixed to my behavior (Verhalten) 
toward the second as just ‘‘an other one,” then existence meets**—despite 
their togetherness—actually only itself. This onesidedness of Heideg- 
ger’s analysis cannot be remedied by supplementing it by means of that 
other one; it belongs rather to the distinctness of Heidegger’s philosophical 


34 Sein und Zeit, §9. 
3 Sein und Zeit, §26. 
36 Cf. Léwith, Das Individuum in der Rolle des Mitmenschen, §§9-15. 
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basis. Only through experience can it be redressed: if I discern that the 
other as an alter ego or secundus is something no less peculiar and yet quite 
different from myself, but also from any other altus, namely a thou or my 
neighbor.’ A real thou is no second person among others, but that fellow- 
man who by his attitude toward me shows me that J am an Ego myself 
that through speaking and answering, talking and listening becomes aware 
of what the other’s attitude implies and demands. 

Primarily, the meaning of the rightly conceived thou is not restricted 
to the relationship between man and his fellowmen. It comes into its 
own more particularly with regard to God. For it is only through God’s 
calling Adam: “‘where art thou?” that his ‘‘here I am” reveals to man in the 
answer his being as related to God. The ego is at the outset wrapped up 
in itself and dumb, it waits for its being called—directly by God and in- 
directly by a neighbor. An other person’s ego does not exist as ego from 
the very beginning, it requires the call by a second person whom it has to 
answer. Only then does it become real. These relations are developed 
by Rosenzweig in a “grammatical exegesis” of the biblical history of 
creation,*® as the “Star” is altogether an anticipated commentary to 
Rosenzweig’s translation of the Bible, especially of the Genesis. In 
its interpretation the “being,” for the understanding of which Rosenzweig 
strives, reveals itself, above all, not as my being but as His, that is to say, 
as the being of “the Eternal” through whom all temporal things exist. 
Whereas Heidegger’s analysis is still characterized by the idealistic way of 
viewing things although his interpretation of the principal terms of ideal- 
ism—‘“foundation” (Grundlegung) and “formation” (Hrzeugung)—the 
latter being a rival of the theological term of creation*’—follows an ‘‘existen- 
tial? and concrete method. The existence to which nothing but itself 
is at stake is irreparably wrapped up in its resoluteness to be itself. The 
question of the meaning of existence is answered neither by a god nor a 
fellowman. . 

2. Owing to Heidegger’s definition of existence as a peculiar and proper 
one, the world, too, in which it happens to be is a priori its world or an 
“Hxistenzial,”’ that is: a being of the same ontological kind as I myself. 
Existence zs ‘“‘being-in-the-world’’ which means: man is not in the natural 
world as a stone or even an animal is; rather are stones or plants or animals 
met by him “in” the world, because his own being is a priori a ‘‘being-in,”’ 
by virtue of which things can be met by him. The world is a mode of 


37 Cf. H. Cohen, Der Nächste, ed. by M. Buber 1935. Rosenzweig, Stern, II, 
pp. 168 f., 190, 196. Al. Schriften, pp. 364, 388. 

° Stern, II, pp. 110-120. 

39 Briefe, pp. 618 f. 

40 Stern, II, pp. 60 f. 
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being of the existence, the existence of man and that of the world is an 
“undivided phenomenon,”’ the world’s being there and being discovered 
is bound up with the being of existence.” 

Three things are to be noted in this characterization of the world as an 
“Existenzial”’: first, it points at the distinction between the things existing 
in the world (innerweltlich Seiendes) and the being (Sein) of ‘‘worldish- 
ness” (Weltlichkeit) itself; it is, secondly, directed against the conception 
of existence (of man as well as that of his world) as something merely extant 
(vorhanden-seiendes) in the world; and thus, in the third place, against the 
definition of world as nature. Nature, Heidegger tells us,” is a “border- 
line-case’’ of the being (Sein) of things in the world (innerweltlich Seiendes). 
In what respect, however, it is a borderline-case is not subjected to closer 
examination. Actually, nature does not matter at all in Heidegger’s 
ontology, it vanishes in the vague and negative notion of what is merely 
“extant” (vorhanden), a notion covering everything that is not “existent,” 
or a Means to some end (zuhanden). Heidegger does not recognize any 
kind of autonomous life on the part of nature. True, the unnaturalness 
of such a conception does not represent an objection which Heidegger could 
not refute himself—for it is only too natural for him that existence in its 
worldly concerns runs into what is just extant around it and at hand to be 
used, that it looks at itself “objectively,” i.e., from the outside and thereby 
“improperly” (unetgentlich). Such a selfjustification, however, of the 
violence of the existential-ontological analysis does not alter the fact that 
Heidegger’s concept of the world defies the natural view, which finds its 
naive as well as lofty expression in the biblical history of creation where 
it is told how man awakes to himself in a world already created, and thus 
“extant,” names everything that is and becomes by virtue of this capability 
of addressing his dumb fellow creatures master over the natural world. 
The unnaturalness of Heidegger’s concept of world is shown also in that he 
is compelled to compound the ‘undivided phenomenon” by means of 
three hyphens (being-in-the-world). Yet one who is so intimately ac- 
quainted with language and has his thinking proceed from it, ought to have 
become aware that it cannot be a mere accident if language lacks a common 
word for the existence of man and that of the world. Before the rise of 
Christianity there was in the minds of the Greeks, indeed, something like 
one really natural world of all living powers. But a successful attempt at 
a reunion of man and world after the rise of Christianity would presuppose 
what Nietzsche actually aimed at: the abolition of Christianity. Heideg- 
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ger’s ontology is neither able to fetch the ancient ‘‘cosmos’”’ back nor can 
it abandon the Christian bifurcation of “proper” (eigentlich) and ‘‘im- 
proper” (unezgentlich) existence; which double impossibility results in 
Heidegger’s concepts of ‘‘worldishness” and ‘“‘worldtime’’—the latter still, 
though inexplicitly, living on the Christian “saeculum” and failing to 
dechristianize it. 

Rosenzweig acts upon the principle that the plastic unity of the Greek 
cosmos together with myth and hero is destroyed since the appearance of 
Judaism and Christianity in history. The first volume of the “Stern” 
contains a philosophy of paganism which aims to show that the truth of the 
pagan world is a truth that remains legitimate, but also veiled. It is 
“perpetual” only as “element.” The place of the cosmic order is taken 
by a new system according to which man and world belong together only 
as parts of God’s creation. What keeps both together and in unison with 
their origin is no more and no less than an “and,” no idealistic synthesis 
which claims to be productive.“ Experience discovers in man, however 
deeply it may dive, only human qualities, in the world worldly things, and 
in God divine: but this in God alone, as worldly things only in the world 
and human qualities only in man. It refutes the coincidence of man with 
the life of the natural world, of world with the spiritual life of man, and of 
God with world and man. The first volume of the “Stern,” therefore, 
desires to show nothing but the impossibility of tracing those three primary 
concepts back to each other. God, man, and world, they are—the one 
from eternity to eternity, the others since their creation—completely 
independent from one another and are connected only insofar as the one 
and eternal God created heaven and earth, revealed Himself to His likeness 
and will redeem both at the end of time.* God, man, and world, they are 
not—“‘properly”’ speaking—quite different from what they seem in direct 
experience. They are, on the contrary, actually quite that which ex- 
perience shows them to be: God and world and man, though distant yet 
connected, but not forced into unity by the hyphens of the “being-in-the- 
world,” and not without a beginning in a creation. 

Corresponding with these two primary concepts of the being of man and 
of the world, the remaining ones, too, differ: to the existence existing by 
mere contingency and potentiality corresponds, in Rosenzweig, creation 
and redemption; to the “freedom toward death,” the certainty of eternal 
life; to the thesis “I myself am the time,” the sentence that God’s time is 
from eternity to eternity and thus timeless, and to the temporal truth of 
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finite existence corresponds the eternal truth of the “Stern.” Finally, 
as a decisive mark of distinction there is the contrast between Heideg- 
ger’s concept of freedom toward death and Rosenzweig’s concept of eternal 
life. Both point to the truth of existence and are thus expected to ‘“‘mani- 
fest” and ‘‘prove themselves.’’® 

3. Since Heidegger presupposes death as the “highest instance” of 
man’s potential being® the relation to it becomes the most significant point 
of his entire ontology. The ‘‘outline of a proper existence toward death’ 
leaves no doubt about it that the being toward death as the most intimate 
and genuine potentiality of our existence represents the key to the dis- 
covery of the finite truth of existence. In contradistinction to the anony- 
mous ‘‘one”’ (man) that fears death occasionally only, without having ‘“‘the 
courage to feel anxious” about it, the genuinely different self frees itself 
from the illusions by means of which one keeps out of sight the uncertain 
and yet definite ‘‘forthcomingness”’ of death—uncertain in its ‘‘when,”’ 
definite in its “that.” Death shall be endured as a possibility; for the 
reality of passing away is no question of existence, that is: of my being “‘in 
posse.” Man ought not to wait until he will die one day, but should on his 
own impulse get ahead of himself (vorlaufen), having permanently this 
“extreme” possibility of his finite being in view. Existence becomes 
aware of its extreme possibility by resolutely turning itself over to its 
death, thus anticipating its final end. Then death is not a fact still {0 come 
but an ‘‘unsurpassable”’ possibility, for its anticipation implies by virtue 
of the definiteness of the anticipated death the dropping of all preliminary 
and provisional matters. Only when facing death is the being of existence 
clearly at stake. The most genuine, extreme, and unsurpassable possibility 
is, thus, also an ‘‘absolute’”’ one because the being toward death rids us of 
all kinds of solicitude and concern which otherwise would have been our 
support. The being toward death or even more concretely: the fear of 
death insulate man completely. But it is this very withdrawal into, and 
anticipation of oneself by which the “potentiality in its entireness”’ (Gane- 
sein-kénnen) is proved. 

At the end, however, Heidegger asks himself whether this ontological 
possibility of existing “entirely” by running ahead to the end does not 
remain a phantastic demand—unless there corresponds to it an ontic, 
actual capability manifested by the existence itself. But where and how 
does it manifest itself? The naive reader of this reference to a manifesta- 
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tion will involuntarily expect the actual manifestation of the “freedom 
toward death,” displayed by Heidegger in spaced type, to be nothing but 
voluntary death or suicide, which in fact is ‘established as the most extreme 
possibility of human existence. This expectation seems to be justified by 
Heidegger’s denoting the extreme possibility also as self-immolation®! 
and by his quoting a sentence of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra “On free death” 
which demands that one be able to die voluntarily ‘‘at the proper time.” 
“Free to die and free in death, a holy denier when there is no longer the 
time for a Yea, thus being at home in life and death.”’ To die in this way, 
that is to say: ending freely the term of one’s life, on the climax of one’s 
victories, is the best thing; while the second best is to die in battle and to 
waste generously a great soul.” 

The expectation that Heidegger, too, may justify by the freedom toward 
death the freedom to real self-immolation is, however, bound to be thor- 
oughly disappointed. The announced manifestation of the being toward 
death by no means changes the “‘possibility’’ as which existential death 
must be construed’ into reality: everything remains as it was—in the stage 
of possibility and thus of being-in-the-world. The existential manifesta- 
tion is to be brought about through the formal structure of conscience™ 
which in turn is made subject to an ontological interpretation, although the 
contention is upheld that the question of existing entirely is one of actual 
existence and, therefore, answered by—a surely actual?—resoluteness. 
However, this inconsistency is delusive, for the anticipatory resoluteness 
lacks a definite aim! Upon what existence actually resolves, remains an 
open question and undecided; for only when a decision is in the making, 
is the necessary vagueness of its “for what” replaced by a definite aim.® 
To make up one’s mind depends on the actual possibilities of the historical 
situations.° Hence, Heidegger refuses to be positive or even authorita- 
tive as to existential liabilities.” The resolve shall constantly be kept open 
to the whole being “‘in posse” which includes the potential taking back of a 
certain decision. The resolve, thus does not come to any conclusion; 
it is a constant attitude, formal like the categorical imperative and through 
its formality open to any material determination, provided that it is radical. 
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Suicide, however, does not even remain an open possibility: it is explicitly 
dismissed," for it would terminate once and for all the possibility of a con- 
stant anticipation by a final reality. 

But as self-immolation is an inherent possibility of human existence, 
existence can be only insofar as it consciously takes over its own ‘“facthood”’ 
(Faktizttét). Resolute existence takes upon itself its contingent fact that 
it is as the “hollow ground of its nothingness,” i.e., its “guilt”® of which it 
becomes aware through the call of conscience. Resolute existence, thus, 
takes upon itself the “nothing” which consists in that it did not itself bring 
itself into being, that it did not itself lay the foundation of its existence. 
It is itself which takes over and is responsible for its being. These concepts 
of taking over and delivering itself over to itself show the fundamentally 
anti-Christian and altogether irreligious purport of Heidegger’s existential 
concepts as they are alien to creation and redemption. The stumbling 
block, however, for this will to self-delivery remains the ‘“‘facthood”’ or— 
to use Nietzsche’s words—that “it was,” the factum brutum that I am al- 
ways already in being and thus cannot be the cause (‘‘Grund”’ as ‘‘Schuld’’) 
of my own existence.” 

But why must existence be at all? And how may Heidegger convince 
that it “has to be,”® all the more as he states at the same time that it is 
essentially a burden.** Why, may we ask Heidegger, should it not be 
allowed to throw this burden off as some pagan philosophers permitted 
and the Stoics taught as a kind of ultimate wisdom and practised as well? 
Why does Heidegger disregard this really proven possibility of ending one’s 
being—instead of remaining in the realm of mere possibilities? Is not 
this “getting ahead” (vorlaufen) of oneself also something merely pro- 
visional that can be surpassed by the resolution to make away with life 
which one does not owe to oneself? 

The answer to this question is not given by Heidegger himself, but by 
the hidden history of his concepts: all of them originated in the Christian 
tradition, however much his ontology might have formalized death, con- 
science, guilt, anxiety, fear, and corruption and neutralized them into con- 
cepts of impersonal existence. To the Christian suicide is forbidden, 
indeed, as a revolt against the creator who has brought me into being.“ 
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And this origin in Christian theology prevents Heidegger: -unconsciously— 
from frankly recognizing suicide which would be otherwise quite consistent 
with an existence having made itself really independent and having above 
itself no authority—save death. Were not Heidegger a godless theologian 
whose ontology came—and ran away—from theology it would not be con- 
ceivable what on earth should prevent him from drawing a Stoic con- 
clusion. Instead of that he assumes a fundamentally ambiguous attitude 
toward Christian theology;® he leaves to it finding in his existential analy- 
sis, for instance of ‘guilt,’ the “ontological condition” for the actual 
possibility of the status corruptionis.” A Protestant theologian (R. Bult- 
mann) accepted this double-edged offer of a “philosophical pre-under- 
standing” in good faith—but he was able to do so only because Heidegger 
himself had come half-way to meet theology with a theological preunder- 
standing. His entanglement of death, guilt, and conscience in an existence 
responsible only to itself means, it is true, an eradication of these concepts 
from their Christian sphere of origin, but on this very account they are 
still related to it. 

Only in one passage the fundamentally anti-christian tenor of taking 
over oneself comes out clearly: where Heidegger speaks of the possibility 
of a “skeptic”? taking seriously his view that it is not conceivable why 
truth and existence has to be at all. For no human being has ever been 
asked whether he wants to be! On this very account, i.e., because he is 
put into being beforehand,® can he deny this fundamental presupposition 
of his being, that is, in the “despair of suicide’’—which effaces together 
with being also truth and untruth. ‘‘As little as it is proven that there are 
‘eternal truths,’ just as little is it proven that there never has been—as 
the refutators of skepticism believe in spite of their arguing—a ‘real’ 
skeptic. Perhaps more often than the innocent attempts at a formalistic- 
dialectical overthrow would like to admit.’ The skeptic is consequently 
right in principle because the necessity of a chance, such as “to be,” can 
never be proven. True, the human being is able to catch up with its 
“there” by way of reversal of its getting ahead, but it has to take itself 
upon itself only so long and insofar as it presupposes itself as being. The 
statement that it “has to be” means, thus, no more and no less than to be 
forced to freedom” because no existence has ever freely decided whether it 
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wants to be at all. This necessity of “to be” does not preclude but, on 
the contrary, includes that a real skeptic actually and actively denies, 
together with his existence, the presupposition of his negation, or that he 
“refutes himself.” Heidegger is no skeptic, but a godless theologian and 
suicide is, therefore, to him neither sin nor freedom, but an act of despair 
and not of dying at the proper time as Nietzsche taught in a pagan manner 
—though in the style of a Christian sermon. 

In contradistinction to this existential vagueness in the concept of free- 
dom to death—preventing a decision for or against suicide—Rosenzweig 
clearly distinguishes—at the very beginning of the “Stern der Erlésung”’— 
the fear of real death from any suicidal act, foregoing thereby the ontolog- 
ical artifice of existence which falsely separates the being toward death from 
natural death. Suicide is flatly unnatural because it is contrary to the 
nature of life to kill oneself whereas death as dying belongs to life. ‘“The 
dreadful capability of committing suicide distinguishes man from all 
beings that we know and do not know. It definitely denotes this stepping 
out of the sphere of naturalness. It surely is necessary that man steps out 
once in his life; he has to confront once during a dark night the nothing. 
But the earth wants him back. He must not drink the brown liquid to the 
last drop in that night. Another way out of the night’s narrow pass is 
allowed to him than this fall into the gaping abyss.”™ The true way out 
of the night’s narrow pass is to Rosenzweig not the naked resolve to take 
oneself upon oneself, but to recognize one’s creaturalness, to hold oneself 
open to revelation and to the promise of eternity; which promise has the 
Jewish people in view as chosen by God whose name is the ‘‘Eternal.’”’”? 
The ‘‘wandering Jew” is no invention by the Christian and antisemitic en- 
vironment but a world-historical fact, contradicted by every other ex- 
perience of the power of time. Owing to the Jewish people’s self-perpetua- 
tion as commanded and promised by God through natural procreation in 
the succession of generations, so that the descendants bear testimony to 
the faith of their ancestors, the true Jew may indeed say of himself ‘“‘we’’ 
and may continue “are eternal.’”? The belief in his own eternity is for 
the Jew identical with that in ‘his? God because he knows himself as une 
of God’s people. , His faith is not like that of the Christian, a testimony, 
but “product of a procreation.” Who is born a Jew bears witness to his 
faith by multiplying the eternal people. He does not believe in something, 
he himself zs belief: belief-full in a way of immediacy and intimacy which 
can never be attained by any Christian dogmatist.“ Therefore, one can 
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be a Jew in the community of the people only, or one is not, but one has to 
become a Christian—as an individual. ‘They are relieved of being Chris- 
tians—before their birth—through the birth of Christ. Just as, reversely, 
the Jew has his being a Jew in himself from his own birth and carries it 
with him by being relieved of becoming a Jew in the past ages, and by the 
revelational history of his people.” The Christian is originally or at least 
on account of his birth a pagan, but the Jew is a Jew. The Christian’s 
way, thus, is that of a steadily advancing ‘“‘kenosis’’; the Jew’s life leads 
him deeper and deeper into his inborn character. Christian life draws 
more or less away from national subjection. Christianity must—true 
to its essence—go out on missions” and spread in order to be able to exist 
in the world, whereas Judaism is always living on a “‘residue’’” only, and 
preserves itself by isolation from the other peoples. In this beliefful com- 
munity of blood the Jew has at every moment of his historical distress the 
guarantee of being eternal already in the present. “Every other com- 
munity the propagation of which is not determined by bonds of blood can, 
if it wants to perpetuate its ‘we,’ do so only by securing for itself a place 
in the future: every bloodless eternity is based on will and hope. Only the 
community of blood feels how the guarantee of its eternity rolls through 
its veins already today. ‘To it alone time is not an enemy to be subdued 
who will be overcome perhaps, perhaps not . . . but offspring and offspring’s 
child. What is future to other communities—to it alone is already present; 
to it alone the things to come are nothing unfamiliar, but something it 
bears in its own womb and may bring forth any day. Whereas every 
other community laying claim to eternity must make arrangements for 
the passing on of the torch of the present to the future, the community of 
blood alone is not in need of such provisions; it needs not enlist the service 
of the spirit; in bodily propagation it has the guarantee of its eternity.’’”8 
This blood, however, of which Rosenzweig speaks, is not that of the national 
ideology but the seed of Abraham that was promised the future by God; 
it is blood determined from the outset by belief. ‘‘The peoples of the 
world cannot content themselves with the community of blood; they strike 
roots in the night .. . of the earth and find in its perpetuity the guarantee 
of their own perpetuity. Their will to eternity fastens on the soil and its 
dominion, the territory. The blood of their sons flows around the earth 
of the native land; for they do not trust in the living community of blood 
unless it be anchored in the firm ground of the earth. We alone trusted 
in the blood and left the land .... Therefore, the saga of the eternal 
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people, different from that of the other peoples of the world, does not begin 
with autochthony. Earth-born is he, and even he only bodily, alone the 
father of man-kind: Israel’s ancestor is an immigrant, with the divine 
command to leave his native land and to go to a country that God will 
show to him. Thus begins his story as told in the sacred books. Only by 
exile does this people become a people, first in the dawn of its dark ages 
and afterwards again in the bright light of history in Egypt and in Babylon. 
And the fatherland to which the life of a great people accustoms itself by 
ploughing itself into it till it nearly forgets that being a people means more 
than living in the land—this land never belongs in such a sense to the eter- 
nal people... the land belongs to it only as land of its yearning, as—the 
Holy land. Therefore, its full possession—again in contra-distinction to 
all peoples of the world—is disputed even when the people is there: for 
then it 1s only a stranger and denizen in his land; ‘Mine is the land,’ says 
God to it; the holiness of the land kept it from being seized straightway 
so long as the people was in a position to seize it; this holiness infinitely 
intensifies the yearning for what is lost and henceforth prevents the 
people from feeling at home in any other country; it compels them to focus 
the full force of their will to being a people on that one point which is only 
one among several with the other peoples of the world; for them it becomes 
the propex and pure fccus of life: the community of blood. The will to 
being a people must not cling to a dead thing: it must realize itself through 
the people itself only ....’ 

In the same way as the life of this one and outstanding people its lan- 
guage also is preserved as perpetually the same, lacking the living transfor- 
mations of the other national languages all over the world. The Jewish 
people speaks the languages of the other peoples with which it is living as 
guest. Its own language has not been the language of its everyday-life 
already for a very long time, and yet it is not dead but continues to live as a 
sacred language used in prayer and worship. The Jew uses different 
languages when talking to God and to his fellowman. The sacred law 
(torah) and the customs likewise do not change: they, too, remain eternally 
the same and have placed the Jew out of the time and history of all the 
other peoples of the world. ‘There are no lawgivers who would modernize 
the law in the running course of time; even that which is perhaps really an 
innovation must always pretend that it was said already by the eternal 
law and claim revelation. 

The chronology of the people cannot in this case be the computation of 
its own time; for it is timeless, it has no time. It must count the years in 
conformity with the years of the world. And again—for the third time— 
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do we see from the relation to its own history as before from the relation to 
language and land, how the people is denied temporal life for the sake of 
eternal life; again it cannot join fully and productively the historical life 
of the peoples of the world. It always stands somehow between the 
Earthly and the Holy, separated from both by either of them and thus, 
lastly, not living like the peoples of the world, with a national language 
audibly enunciating its soul and a national territory founded and bounded 
firmly upon the earth. But living solely and merely in that which secures 
the permanence of the people, the imperishability of its life in drawing its 
own eternity from the dark and secret springs of the blood. 

But just because it trusts only in self-created eternity and in nothing 
else, this people really believes in its eternity whereas all the peoples of the 
world as individuals, after all is said, still reckon with their own death at 
some date, however far off it may still be. Even their love of their own 
nationality is clogged and heavy with this anticipation of death. Only 
toward mortal things is love quite sweet, only in the harshness of death the 
secret of this extreme sweetness makes itself felt. The peoples of the 
world foresee a time when their countries, each with its mountains and 
rivers, will still lie under the sky as today, but different people will inhabit 
them. Their language will be buried in books and their customs and laws 
will have lost their potency. We alone are unable to imagine such a time; 
for everything the peoples of the world fastened their life on has been taken 
away from us long ago: land, language, custom, and law have left the land 
of the living long since to be raised to the rank of holy things. We our- 
selves, however, are still alive and will live forever. With nothing external 
is our life interwoven, we struck roots in ourselves, without roots in 
the earth and therefore wanderers for ever, but being deeply rooted in our- 
selves, in our own body and blood. And this having taken root in our- 
selves and solely in ourselves is the guarantee of our eternity.’’® 

The temporality of the earthly life does not for the Jewish people imply 
a life and death struggle with the fate of the world, but wandering and 
waiting and anticipating the consummation in every moment—it does not 
know real growth and decay. The whole world, the history of states, wars, 
and revolutions loses that seriousness and weight in the eyes of the Jew 
that it has for the other peoples; for to ‘‘God’s people” eternity is always 
present whereas the other peoples need the state, its laws, and power in 
order to bring time to a short stop and to secure for themselves a relative 
eternity.’ Israel, however, looks fixedly across world and history at its 
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cternal goal which is just as far as it is present. “Against the hours of 
eternity which the state during the periods of the history of the world 
carves with a sharp sword into the bark of the growing tree of time, the 
eternal people sets unconcerned and unaffected, year in, year out, ring 
after ring around the stem of its eternal life. The power of the history 
of the world breaks like a wave against this calm life without a single 
sideglance. May it time and again pass off its most recent eternity for 
the true one: we set against all such assertions always the same quiet and 
dumb picture of our being which forces upon both, him who wants to see 
and him who does not see, the insight that eternity is nothing recent. The 
arm of power may force together the first with the last into a very newest 
eternity. But this is not the reconciliation of the latest grandson with the 
oldest ancestor. And this true eternity of life, this conversion of the hearts 
of the fathers toward the children, is brought time and again before the 
eyes of the peoples of the world through our being: may the worldly, all- 
too-worldly, sham eternity of their world-historical moments consolidated 
into states, mutely give them the lie. The march of the history of the 
world reconciles, so long as God’s Kingdom is still forthcoming, the uni- 
verse only with itself, the subsequent moment ever with the preceding 
one only. The created universe as a whole, however, is bound up with the 
redemption so long as this redemption is still forthcoming, only through this 
“Eternal people” isolated from all the history of the world.® 

A sort of substitute for this eternity is in Heidegger’s “Sein und Zeit” 
death as the end of our being “in posse.’’® It is the one thing certain in 
advance and absolutely sure, a “nunc stans” against which temporality 
breaks, becoming aware of itself by way of repulsion. At the same time 
death is as the ‘finiteness of our temporality” also the hidden motive of 
all historicalness (Geschichtlichkeit) which is the substance of existence. 
Through the being toward death existence attains the specific energy and 
resoluteness which makes it proceed, engage itself in something, and expose 
itself to its fate. This foundation of historicalness upon the finiteness 
coincides with Rosenzweig’s remark that the genuinely historic peoples of 
the world® reckon with death seriously and, in anticipation of their end, 
strike their roots into earthly life more deeply. 

Only the boldness with which Heidegger explains the connection of 


82 Cf. Briefe, pp. 73, 123 and 209 where Rosenzweig says why he did not deem 1914 
an epochal year for himself. 

83 Stern, ITI, p. 95. 

Cf. A. Sternberger, Der verstandene Tod, l.c. 

3 It is an open question whether Rosenzweig’s characterization of the eternal un- 
historicalness of the Jewish people is not more or less applicable to all “oriental” 
peopres as far as they have not become westernized. 
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“being toward death” with the true life of finite existence, with fate, and 
fortune, with bringing back the inheritance, and with the “instant,” 
throws light upon the temporality of existence as such. If in the following 
a final criticism will be offered the recognition of Heidegger’s masterly skill 
in analyzing phenomena of the everyday life, the fundamental significance 
of which was brought to attention and into notional shape only through 
“Sein und Zeit” may be taken for granted. 

“Historical,” Heidegger says, is not the past as something no longer 
extant, but past is that which has passed by these still extant objects: 
their bygone world of a former existence. Which existence is a priori a 
historical one insofar as it is fundamentally temporal and finite, adjusting 
itself toward its own end. As a being thrown into a temporal mode of 
existence it takes upon itself together with its matter-of-fact-character also 
its actual inheritance. The more resolutely man exists, the more de- 
cidedly he will choose and hand over to himself the possibilities which have 
actually devolved upon him. Existence being free to its death and handing 
itself over to itself by way of an inherited, yet chosen possibility, brings 
itself into the simplicity of its fate, which at the same time is a common 
lot because existence as ‘‘being-in-the-world”’ and ‘‘being-together-with 
others’? depends on the common world of some people. Existence is 
‘world’’-historical because it looks at itself in the first place in the per- 
spective of its social responsibility and of public opinion. Explicitly does 
existence hand over its actual inheritance to itself when it renews the pos- 
sibilities of the past by way of its anticipating resolve. A renewal that 
does not fetch back things past, but responds to the possibilities of bygone 
existence in a way appropriate to the present, subjecting our ‘‘today”’ at 
the same time to criticism, because such a today is living merely on its 
yesterday. However, real historicalness is determined neither by the 
critical view of the present, nor by the preserving backward glance at the 
past, nor by a vague prospect of a potential progress: all these external 
references to time turn existential—as belonging to one’s genuine fate— 
only when the anticipation of death in unison with the handing over to 
oneself of past possibilities leads to the “da” (there and now) of the instant 
or to the historical “‘situation’’®” which is a temporal one, different at any 
time. There is a “historical situation’”—in contradistinction to an ex- 
ternal plight and a mere chance—only for the resolute: to such a person 
occurrences do happen like necessities. The resolute does not only imagine 
a situation, he is actively engaged in it. “Being present just now on 
behalf of ‘one’s time’ ” or the “resolution into the world-historical situa- 


86 Sein und Zeit, §72-75. 
87 Sein und Zeit, pp. 299 ff. As to the notion of “‘situation’’ see also K. Ja pers, 
Die geistige Situation der Zeit, 1932. 
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tion’’* is the last word of the analysis of temporality on which historicalness 
is altogether dependent. 

More resolutely than by Heidegger, finite temporality and, thus, also 
nothingness cannot be asserted or eternity be given up.® Even the in- 
verted commas between which, in the definition of the being present, 
“one’s time” is put in order to intimate that not the “vulgar” today is 
meant by it—actually imply no modification of the full readiness to tem- 
poral and only temporal existence, since Heidegger himself has established 
that also the being ‘‘one” (man), namely like-the-others, belongs essen- 
tially to our corrupted existence and that history is understood as a rule 
in a vulgar way, that is to say: from the viewpoint of the extant world and 
its time, as ‘‘world-time.’’” 

When in 1933 in Germany the decisive “instant”? had come Heidegger 
took a resolute stand within the world-historical situation by charging 
himself very emphatically with the “leadership” of Freiburg University. 
This political commitment in the interest of the actual happenings of a 
“time” which is not quite so simply identical with our individual selfhood, 
though it might appear to approach it sometimes, was not—as naive 
people thought—a deviation from the main path of his philosophy, but a 
consequence of his concept of historical existence which only recognizes 
truths that are relative to the actual and proper, thus—in view of Heideg- 
ger’s Own existence—‘‘German being-in-posse’’ (deutsches Sein-kénnen). 
Owing to such a radical temporalization of truth and existence Heidegger 
has the involuntary merit that he renders the question of an “eternal” 
being more difficult but also evokes it. The same credit can be claimed 
by the actual happenings of a time with the spirit of which Heidegger 
is essentially in agreement. A spirit that was presented in the frankest 
wording by Nietzsche when he stated that after the decay of Christianity 
and of its morality “nothing is any longer true,” but ‘everything is al- 
lowed’’——namely everything which man can take upon himself and afford 
to do. 


FINAL CHAPTER 


Heidegger destroyed by his turning away from Christianity the old 
tradition so thoroughly that finite time becomes the inmost meaning of 
being and eternity an illusion, whilst up to Hegel the Greek and Christian 
tradition had been alive, according to which true being was set in the 
Eternal or “always present” (ovata, mapovora). In contradistinction to 
Heidegger, Rosenzweig owing to his actual inheritance, his Judaism, 





8 Sein und Zeit, p. 385; cf. pp. 383 f., 299 f., 391. 
89 Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, §§39-45. 
9 Sein und Zeit, §§78-81. 
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and the deliberate return to it—was in the happy position of being able 
to hold up David’s star of eternal truth in the midst of time. That God, 
who as creator and redemptor is beginning and end of his analyses of 
time, is neither “dead” nor “alive” but “truth” and “light.” “God is 
the truth. Truth is his seal by which he is recognized, even if one day 
everything by which he made known his eternity in time, all eternal life, 
all eternal way terminated where the eternal also finds its end: in eternity. 
For not only does the way terminate here, but also life. Eternal life lasts 
only as long as there is life. There is eternal life only as contrasted with 
the always merely temporal life of the makers of the eternal road. The 
longing for eternity the groans of which can be heard from the pits of this 
temporality assumes, indeed, the shape of a longing for eternal life, but 
only because it is temporal life itself. In truth, in the truth itself life as 
well vanishes. It does not become a delusion, but ends in light. It 
undergoes a transformation; but after having been transformed the trans- 
formed is no longer existent: life has turned light.’! Rosenzweig speaks 
of the vision of this supermundane light at the close of the book on re- 
demption” where he ends the books on creation as the “perpetual bottom 
of things” and on revelation as the ‘‘at all times renewed birth of the soul” 
by the “eternal future of the kingdom.” 

On opposition to the biblical sentence” that only truth makes us free 
Heidegger ventured to assert in a lecture on the essence of truth that only 
freedom makes us true! Any “eternal truth,” such as the statement that 
two and two make four or that ‘‘values” are valid, would not prove an 
effectual reply. All the more as one of Heidegger’s disciples showed that 
even mathematics rests on an existential foundation.” Heidegger’s 
challenge could be countered only if it would seem quite certain to us too, 
as it does to Rosenzweig, that there are once and forever only three possi- 
ble answers to the question: who are you? To wit: pagan or Jewish or 
Christain. For all those, however, who are neither pious pagans, nor 
religious Jews and Christians only as ‘‘one”’ is a Christian nowadays—by 
using up the remainders of an inheritance without being able to acquire 
it anew—Rosenzweig’s question remains unanswered. A serious attempt 
has been made in the nineteenth century, it is true, to restore eternity 
to life—be it that of the cosmos or that of the biblical God, but it was 
doomed to failure. Kverkegaard’s ‘eternal instant” and his discourse on 


% Stern, III, p. 155. 

9 Stern, IT, p. 213. 

93 It was inscribed in large letters above the entrance of Freiburg University. 

% O. Becker, ‘‘Mathematische Fixistenz,’’ Jahrbuch für Philosophie und phdno- 
menologische Forschung, 8, 1927. 

% Kl. Schriften, p. 475; cf. E. Peterson, Die Kirche aus Juden und Heiden, 1933. 





M. HEIDEGGER AND F. ROSENZWEIG 77 


God’s ‘immutability’ as well as Nietzsche’s paradoxon of the “eternal 
recurrence” sprung from the insight that we need eternity to be able to 
withstand the time.” But convincing in all this is not the eternity they 
were aiming at, but the criticism of time with which they started. 
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9% Works V, pp. 78 ff.; VII, p. 48 and “über die Geduld und die Erwartung des 
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97 In the preface to the concept of the ‘‘unique individual’ Kierkegaard worded 
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